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·. • June 30, 1981 

ORCHARD GROVE APARTMENTS 

OVERALL COMPATIBILITY 

Q. Is the proposed compatible with the overall 
character of the area? 

A. The area or neighborhood surrounding subject 
property has mixed uses of college, commercial 
and residential with residential the predominant 
use. An appraisal of the property mentions: 
"The subject neighborhood is comprised of 
properties used for a number of different 
purposes. Properties proximate to the south 
and east •• · .• are predominantly in some type of 
residential use, with some scattered multi-family 
projects. 11 

Because of housing demands of the college and 
because subject property is close to downtown, 
medical services and shopping, almost all new 
residential structures in the neighborhood are 
multi-family. 
This project is not only compatible with the area 
around it, but it also provides a small solution 
for the housing needs in that neighborhood, attested 
to by the small vacancy rates in the area. 

ADJACENT PROPERTY 

Q. Is the proposal compatible with present uses on 
surrounding properties? 

A. Adjacent to the north is a retail/office strip 
center. Adjacent to the west is the Albertson's! 
Skaggs retail stores, and adjacent to the east 
and south are residential areas with a predominance 
of single-family residential uses. It is generally 
regarded as desirable to buffer a single-family 
area from high retail (Albertson's/Skaggs} and 
retail/office (to ~e north) with some type of 
intermediate use. In this proposal, the multi­
family use is both 'acceptable to tenants living 
next to high retail center, and it also provides 
an excellent buffer or transition area for the 
single-family residents adjacent to the east. 



CHANGE IN AREA 

Q. Has there been significant change in the character 
of the area? 

A. There are two changes in the overall character of 
the area, and the results will probably be significant. 
First, the area is becoming more~college-.oriented 
since Mesa College became an accredited four-year 
college. With enrollment increasing, the area 
surrounding the college should continue to feel 
the growing influence of this institution. 
Secondly, with Twelth Street as a major north-south 
artery between the downtown area and Horizon Drive, 
the demand for commercial uses along this corridor 
will continue high. 
This proposal is complementary to both of the above 
trends. 

AVAILABILITY OF SERVICES 

Q. Can services be delivered or be made available; 
is it in close proximity to services? 

A. Because of the project's central location, all 
utilities and public services, such as trash 

- removal and fire and police protection are available 
and proximate. 

LAND USE 

A. Density 

The proposal calls for f'our 1 \8-unit apartment 
buildings on approximately 1.4 acres. This 
results in a density of 23 units per acre. In 
the area, there are apartment projects of equal 
or greater density, namely: 

Town North Apartments - 1140 Walnut Avenue 
54 units/1.40 acres • 38.5 units/acre 
Elm Avenue Apartments - 1222 Elm Avenue 
32 units/.59 acres = 54 units/acre 

Therefore, this proposal has a density which is 
generally accepted for apartments in subject area. 



-

B. Roadway Circulation 

This proposal anticipates improving 13th Street 
from its existing gravel alley appearance to a 
paved city street. This right-of-way is rarely 
used now because of its poor condition, and when 
improved will provide neighboring property owners 
with another access to their properties. This 
proposal calls for a single curb-cut, along 
13th street, and trafflc can progress south to 
Mesa Avenue or north to Orchard Avenue. Most 
traffic proceeding to Mesa Avenue will proceed 
further to 12th Street, but in either event, 
traffic will proceed no more than a block and 
a half before reaching a major road artery. 

c. Pedestrian Circulation 

Because of the fenced boundary between subject 
property and the Albertson's/Skaggs center to the 
east, most traffic will proceed either north 
along 13th Street sidewalks to Orchard Avenue 
and then along sidewalks to the destination, or 
south to Mesa Avenue.then to 12th Street along 
sidewalks and the destination. 

POLICIES 

Q. Is the proposal in compliance and consistent 
with adopted policies? 

A. This proposal appears to be in full compliance 
with any and all adopted policies for this area. 

I 
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Faith Baptist Church 
1901 North 12th 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

~~~·~( 

Alvis & A. Edwards 
1210 Orchard Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

...1/-o,~-& I 

D. G. & J. D. Sampson 
1224 Orchard Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

# (o~-'\1 

Donald &Adrienne Suh 
1337 Orchard Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

oWG,~· & I 

Charles & Grace Neil 
1203 Mesa Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

-4/G,g.;,t 

Francis & Fern Cook 
737 Ouray Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

l!llec <is' .. 'i t 

. Donald K.K. & 
Adrienne C.E. Suh 
1337 Orchard Avenue 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 

W.N.& M.D.Armstrong 
1265 Mesa Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

~ :1::{ G,~ ·~I 

,, Harley w. & 

Betty M. Kirkeby 
1325 Mesa Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

1:! ''it-~ 

George A. & ~, .... _ 
B.S. Theisen ~""iil 
1333 Hall Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

Robert L. Lipson 
12th & Orchard Conoco 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

~G. 'if ~1J ( 

Jack D. & Camelia Berry 
417 North 7th Street 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

i:l:c.,.~-~ I 

Arthur L. & M. E. Decamp 
1240 Orchard Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

~c."-~\ 

Bill B. & M.A. Ashcroft 
1332 Hall Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

::IJ.G?""'' 

Rodney J. Schmidt 
1215 Mesa Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

-\Jc.s -1' 

Earl & Pauline Hannebaum 
461 Kennedy Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

!;:!. C.t .. &l 

Bill B. & M.A. ·Ashcroft 
1332 Hall Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

:i::IC".,$-.8\ 

Florine E. Allen 
1305 Mesa Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

l:! 10 9" -'ill 

Cecil A. & Betty M. Rorex 
1335 Mesa Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

~~! .... \ 

Jack D. & Camelia Berry 
417 North 7th Street 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

~~'&-'51 

Dorothy E. Johnson 
1220 Orchard Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

-¥ CD'il -<e \ 

Meredith I. Kirkendall 
1250 Orchard Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

~C.9•\\ 

Vergil & Lola Preston 
1347 Orchard Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

~c..& -1>' 

Everett & F. L. Howard 
1225 Mesa Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

11:;1-te~·ts, 

~1esa College 
12th and North Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

~~~-H 

Charles R. & 
Judith M. Shaver 
Rt.l Box 113 
Montrose, CO 81401 

4J<a-··· 

Dean Blake Chambliss 
1315 Mesa Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 

;t:h g• fJ I 

Fred & Eva Kaufman 
1334 Mesa Avenue 
Grand Jet., CO 81501 
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CONFIRMATION OF SUPPORT 

e 
I 

We the undersis~ed respectfully request that the zoning for items #68-81 
and #70-81 on the agt da be disapproved based upon: 

1. The original )mpromised buffer area, that was negotiated initially 
to zone these areas for development, should remain zoned and used for nothing 
more than single family dwellings. 

2. The fact that th~ families that have purchased homes in this area 
were informed, as a sales 1int, that this area would remain a buffer zone 
to protect the long time es+ablished residential area from other types of 
developments. 

3. The confirmed feelin~s of the residents of the neighborhood 
adjoining the area in question that a change in zoning and the subsequent 
change in use would reduce the ~uality of life and value of land in this area. 
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CONFIRMATION OF SUPPORT 

We the undersigned respectfully request that the zoning for items #68-81 
and #70-81 on the agenda be disapproved based upon: 

1. The original compromised buffer area, that was negotiated initially 
to zone these areas for development, should remain zoned and used for nothing 
more than single family dwe)l.ings. 

2. The fact that the families that have purchased homes in this area 
were informed, as a sales point, that this area would remain a buffer zone 
to protect the long time established residential area from other types of 
developments. 

3. The confirmed feelings of the residents of the neighborhood 
adjoining the area in question, that a change in zoning and the subsequent 
change in use would reduce the quality of life and value of land in this area .. 
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CONFIRMATION OF SUPPORT 

We the undersigned respectfully request that the zoning for items #68-81 
and #70-81 on the agenda be disapproved based upon: 

1. The original compromised buffer area, that was negotiated initially 
to zone these areas for development, should remain zoned and used for nothing 
more than single family dwellings. 

2. The fact that the families that have purchased homes in this area 
were informed, as a sales point, that this area would remain a buffer zone 
to protect the long time established residential area from other types of 
developments. 

3. The confirmed feelings of the residents of the neighborhood 
adjoining the area in question, that a change in zoning and the subsequent 
change in use would reduce the quality of life and value of land in this area. 
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CONFIRMATION OF SUPPORT 

We the undersigned respectfully request that the zoning for items #68-81 
and #70-81 on the agenda be disapproved based upon: 

1. The original compromised buffer area, that was negotiated initially 
to zone these areas for development, should remain zoned and used for nothing 
more than single family dwellings. 

2. The fact that the families that have purchased homes in this area 
were informed, as a sales point, that this area would remain a buffer zone 
to protect the long time established residential area from other types of 
developments. 

3. The confirmed feelings of the residents of the neighborhood 
adjoining the area in question, that a change in zoning and the subsequent 
change in use would reduce the quality of life and value of land in this area. 

NAME ADDRESS 

I 

/~ Ol. 4 ({h. ~}Jp K' J. 

PHONE 

JJ{-~- .3~ 67 
&; ~ c1J (; (e o/ 
c1.t-( - ;;;_ ;;)__ 4 )( 
-;1-

...... /:......-::~;...._..c..Y__.z'---"'&.:;;....,~"""'""""A~,.~~-a-~_-__ :J..-r-~~-?/ ~ d 

.qdt~<:.--- t / 6 0 

2(2'5_{2:/ 
~_?-_5-:> ~ 

~4.?:-Jrtcz a 
)3 ~0 0··~~ ~ 'h. 7'2..-6-998 

/?[;r) a uCiruA (!tt.Q / ;)?;';>-a 2r? r 
,1. 326 c9c4'L&«Jl du-?? xi:< ~ .. ~ 9'1? 

) W Otc'/tor:d .Ita~ h~;/275:: 
13g/d t?ccJ~~~ ~-..?<2g:: 

~13...J.rt:.I~L>~/Ju.1~~4~J~~~.....L:·;;...;;:;:· ::...s;_l __ ~~ 4 2Z? 
/J £27 {f}Ja:J~- 2-!0- - 6/r,? 



REVIEW SHEET SUMMARY 

FILE NO. 68-81 DUE DATE 7/13/81 

ACTIVITY Rezone from R-2 to PR-23 

PHASE ____ R_e_z_o_n_e ___ & __ O_D_P ___________________________________________ ACRES ____________ __ 

LOCATION 13th Street between Orchard & Mesa Avenue 

PETITIONER . · Orchard Group Ltd. - Bob Reece 

PETITIONER ADDRESS Box 661, Grand Junction, CO 81502 

EN.GINEER 

OVERALL CONSIDERA TlONS 

D ~ CHANGE! IN THE! AREA 

l<":. lv\ -\"0¥1.'>l<:AI011a\ ~ 

DO TRAFFIC IMPACT 

DATE REC. 

7/8/81 

7/8/81 

7/10/81 

7/10/81 

7/13/81 

\~ ~ fus.l ~t\\ 

AGENCY 

Transportation 
Engineer 

City Fire 

City Engineer 

:Public Service · 

City Ut.;i:lities 

COMMENTS 

No comments. 

This office has no objection to this rezone. 
Additional fire hydrants may be required. 
Fire hydrant spacing of 300 feet between 
hydrants required, with possible on-site fire 
hydrants. our records show 1400 GPM flow 
at 14th & Mesa, which may be inadequate. Site 
and building construction plans must be 
submitted to determine required fire flow. 

The "Rezone Submittal" drawing labels "new half 
street improvements on Mesa• but no mention is 
made of 13th Street. The property owners to 
the east tri~d uns~ccessfully three times in the 
past three years to get the property owners of 
this parcel to participate in a street improvement 
district in order to eliminate the neighborhood 
dust problem. This de~elopment will only make 
the physical problem worse. 13th Street should 
be fully improved including curbs, gutters and 
sidewalks on both sides. 

Electric: No objection to rezone. Developer 
should contact PSCo as to service requirements 
and locations. DM 7/7/81. 
Gas: No objections to rezone. CB 7/7/81 

Existing right-of-way widths of Mesa Avenue and 
13th Street should be shown. ,lldditional right­
of-way will probably be needed. 



File #68-81 

7/15/81 

7/15/81 

Rezone from R-2 to PR-23 
Rezone & ODP 

Page 2 

Staff Comments 1) In the impact statement, it said this was acceptable 
to tenants living next to the high retail center, 
was a survey or neighborhood meeting held? What 
were the results? 

2) Need minimum of 6 ft. solid wood fence between PR 
and existing bus usage , to screen and buffer the 
different useages. 

3) Need detailed landscaping plan at preliminary. 
4) What about common open or ammendities for units. 
5) Need height elevation, dimensions, etc. at preliminary. 
6) What is square feet of proposed structures. 
7) What about bike racks? f) ,:if?-eJ 7 

tJ)'e~hat is trash pick-up? vv-e. . 
9) Need dimensions of curb cuts proposed. 

Mt. JJeU 
LATE 

10) Need POA or Improvements Agreement for street 
improvements. 

11) Will full width street improvements on 13th be done 
by petitioner? 

12) May need additional radius on sidewalks on corners 
of Mesa and Orchard. 

13) Need dimensions between fence and structures. 
14) Will paving lot be paved and striped? 

No ;reguests at th;i.'s tim~. 

I 

r 
~ 
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ME!-10RJI.NDUM 

TO: ~1esa County Planning Department 

FROH: Desert Ridge Corporation 

RE: Rezone from RSF-8 to PR-23 
Response to Review Agencies 

DATE: July 27,, 19 81 

Below we provide a categorical response to the coro~ents 
given by the different review agencies. Since this proposal 
is an Outline Development Plan, many questions cannot be an­
swered until a later date and we have so indicated. 

Transportation 
Engineer 

City Fire 

City Engineer 

Public Service 

City Utilities 

Staff 

No response required. 

To be determined at Preliminary. 

We anticipate and encourage the full 
development of 13th Street. 

No response required. We will meet City 
and Public Service requirements for the 
development. 

The necessary right-of-way width will 
have to be resolved with City Utilities. 
A survey shows present right-of-way width 
to be 50 feet. 

1. Impact statement suggested that tenants 
living in the proposed project would 
not object to the next-door retail if 
proper fencing was placed between the 
two. 

2. Petitioner has no objections to a solid 
wood fence between existing business use 
and the proposed project. 

3. Detailed landscape plan to be provided 
at Preliminary. 



• 

Mountain Bell 

4. Amenities and open space, if any, 
shall be addressed once market is 
determined for project. For example, 
a swing set would be inappropriate 
for an elderly-oriented project. 

5. Details of elevation, size and dimen-
sion to be provided at Preliminary. 

6. To be determined at Preliminary. 

7. To be determined at Preliminary. 

8. At Preliminary. 

9. At Preliminary. 

10. Will provide before Final Plan 
approval. 

11. Currently in discussion with neigh­
borly property owners. 

12. Will have determined by Preliminary. 

13. At Preliminary. 

14. Parking areas will be paved and striped. 

No response required at this time. 
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